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Tho Examiner rejected claims 1-4, 6, 11-15 and 19 under 35 U,S,C, § 102(o) as allegedly 
being anticipated by Lindsay et qI (U.S. Pat 6,677,778). 

The Examiner rejected claims S and 20 under 3S U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly bcin[j 
unpatentable over Lindsay et al 

'I'hc Bxamincr rejected claims 7-10 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Lindsay etal In view of Martin ci al (U.S. Pat. 6,639,423). 

Applicants respectfully traverse the § 102 and § 103 rejections with the following 
arguments. 
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3.5U,S-C. §1Q 2(c ) 

Tlio Examiner rejected claims 1-4,6, 11-15 and 19undcr 35 U.S.C, § 102(c) asallcficdly 
being anlicipatccl by Lindsay (U.S. Pat. 6,677,778). 

Ckiinis 1 and 11 

Applicants r cspcclfuUy contend tliat Lindsay does not anticipate claims 1 and 1 1 as 
amended because Lindsay doCsS not teach each and every feature of claims 1 and 1 1 . 

I'irst examp le 

As n first example, Applicants respectfully contend lhat Lindsay docs not teach the 
feature of "a Iransmittcr, receiver, and transmisf^ion Hne fonncd within the semicondaetor 
device.. .wherein each of sqid transmitter and said receiver is external to said fwst core and said 
second core " (emphasis added). 

I'bc examiner alleges that "Undsey et al, leaches all claimed features in Fig. 1, a 
semiconductor device comprising: a transmitter (within M), receiver (within 12), and 
transmission line (130) fonncd within fhe semiconductor device, wherein the transmitter, 
receiver, and transmission line are adapted to control data transfer (signal) between a first core 
(II) and a second core (12) within the semiconductor device, wherein the transmitter is adapted 
to send a signal (data) over the transmission line (1 30) to the receiver adapted to receive the 
signal, wherein the receiver is further adapted to create (131) an impedance mismatch (reflection) 
to indicate lhat tl^e second core is unable to transftsr the datfi, and wherein the transmitter is 
adapted to detect the impedance mismatch (the re(leclion) " 
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In response, Applicants respectfully contend that Lindscy docs not teach that a 
semiconductor device comprises a transmitter and receiver that is external to a first core and a 
second core as taught by Applicant's Claims 1 and 1 1. In contrast, Lindscy teaches in FIG. 1> 
receiving circuitry localoil witliin a scmioondiictor chip 1 1 and receiving circuitry located wifliiii 
c\ sctniconduclor chip 10. llic Examiner alleges that ''Lindscy ct al, leaches..a transmitter 
(witliiu t1), receiver (within 12) Therefore, Applicants contend that Lindsey does not teach a 
transmitter and receiver diat is cxtcrnat to a lirst core and a second coro as taught by Applicant's 
Clanns I and 1 1 * 

Second example 

As a second example, Applicants respectfully contend tliat Lindscy does not teach the 
feature ol* "a transmitter, receiver, and transmission line formed within the semiconductor 
device. .wherein said transmitter comprises a line driver^ wherein said receiver comprises a line 
receiver, wherein said transmission lino electrically comiccts an output of said line driver to an 
iupiit of said line receiver 

The nxaniiner alleges that "Lindsey et al, teaches all claimed features in Fig. 1, a 
semiconductor device comprising: a transmitter (witliin 1 1), receiver (within 12), and 
transmission lino (130) ibnned within tlie semiconductor device, wherein the transmitter, 
receiver, and transmission line are adapted to control data transfer (signal) between a first core 
(1 1) tind a second core (1 2) within the semiconductor device, wherein the transmitter is adapted 
to send a signal (data) over the transmission line (130) to die receiver adapted to receive the 
signal, wherein the receiver is furtlicr adapted to create (131) an impedance rnismatch (reflection) 
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to indicate lhal the second core is imable to transfer the data, and wherein the transmitter is 
adapted to detect the impedance mismatch (tlic reflection) 

!n response. Applicants respectfully contend that Lindsey docs not teach that a 
semiconductor device that comprises a Iransniission line that electricnlly connects an output of a 
line driver to an input ofa line receiver as tauglit by Applicant's Claims 1 and 11. hi contrast, 
Lindsoy teaches in i*lG. 1 and col. 2, lines SO and S6, a transmission line (i.e., a combhiation of 
trace 104, 130, and 124) connected to an " input of receiver 105" and an input of receiver 
125. Applicants argue that Lindsey teaches two receivers connected at their inputs, nicrofore, 
Applicants contend that T^indsey does not teach a transmission line that electrically connecls an 
output ofa line driver to an input of a line receiver as taught by Applicant's Claims 1 and 1 L 

Third example 

As a tliird example, Applicants respectfully contend that Lindsay does not teach the 
feattirc of ^'wherein the receiver is fiulher adapted to create an impedance mismatch to indicate 
that the second core is busy peribrming functions and is unable to transfer the data*' 
(emphasis added). 

The Examiner alleges that "Lindsey ct al. teaches all claimed features in Fig. l...wlicrcin 
the receiver is further adapted to create (131) an impedance mismatch (reflection) to indicate that 
the second core is unable to transfer the data'^ 

In response. Applicants respectfully contend tliat Lindsey docs not teach that a 
semiconductor device that creates an impedance mismatch to indicate that a second core is bu$y 
performing lunolions and is un^il^lc to transfer data between a first core and a second core as 
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taught by Applicant's Claims 1 and 1 1. In contrast, Lincbey teaches in FIG. 1 and col; 3, lines 
18-33, on impedance disconlimuty to generate an early reflection back to chip 1 1 to allow a first 
zero bit from chip 12 to be correctly rccogni/ed. Therefore, Applicants contend thai Lindscy 
docs not teach an impedance mismatch to indicate that a second core is busy performing 
ftinclioiw and is unnbic to transtcr datu taught by Applicant's Claims 1 and 1 1 , 

Based on the preceding arguments, Applicants respectfully maintain that Lindsay docs 
not anticipate claims I and 1 1 , and that claims 1 and 1 1 are in condition for allowance. Since 
claims 2-4 and 6 depend from claim 1 and claims 12-15 and 19 depend Irom claim 11, 
Applicants contend Uiat claims 2-4, 6. 12-15 and 19 arc likewise in condition for allowance. 
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The Examiner rojcclcsO claims 5 and 20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Lindsay al. 

In re}>ponsc. Applicants contend tliat since claim 5 depends from claim \ and claim 20 
depends from claim 1 1 which Applicants have argued supra to not be unpatentable over Lindscy 
under 35 tJ.S,C. § 102(c), Applicants maintain that claims 5 and 20 arc likewise not unpatentable 
over T-indsey under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

llie Kxnmincr rejected claims 7-10 and 16-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly 
being unpatentable over Lindsay a al. In view of Martin ct al (U,S. Pal. 6,639,423). 

In response. Applicants contend that since claims 7-10 depend from claim 1 and claims 
16-18 depend from claim 1 1 which Applicants have argued supra to not be unpatentable over 
Lindscy under 35 U.S.C. §102(e), Applicants maintain that claims 7-10 and 16-18 are likewise 
tiot unpatentable over Lindscy in view of Martin under 35 U.S.C § 103(a). 
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CONCLUSIO N 



Bused on the preceding arguments. Applicants respectfully believe Ihfit all pending claims 
and the entire application meet the acceptance criteria for allowiince and therefore request 
favorable action. If the Examiner believes that anything further would be helpful to place the 
applic;ition in better condition for allowance, Applicants invites the Examiner to contact 
Applicants* representative at the telephone numbei' listed below. The Director is hereby 
aulhorizcd to charge and/or credit Deposit Account 09-0457. 





Mark J. Friedman 
Registration No. 57,918 



Schnieiser, Olscn & Walts 
3 Lear Jet ijino, Suite 201 
Latham. New York 12110 
(518) 220-1850 
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